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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This reportevaluatesthe potentialmobile-source emissionkealth risk impacts associated with the
development of the proposed Projed¥ore specificallypotential health risk impactghat could
resultfrom exposure to Tax Air Contaminants (TAC#) this casediesel particulate matter (DPM)
generated byheavyduty diesel trucks accessing the siféhis section summarizes the significance
criteria and Project health risks.

The results of the health risk assessment framjétt-generated DPM emissions are provided in
Table ESQ, E®, and ES3, presented subsequently.

CGONSTRUCTIANIPACTS

The land use with the greatest potential exposure to Project construatamceDPMemissions

is Location B which is located approxintely 19 feet east of the Project site at an existing
residence located a13571 Edgemont StreetR3 is placedin the private outdoor living areas
(backyard) facing the Project sitst the MEIR, the maximum incremental cancer risk attributable
to Project constructiorsourceDPMemissions is estimated &15 in one million, which is less
GKFYy GKS {/!'!vab5Qa aA3ayATAOIyOS (KNBawkanteR 2F ™.
risks were estimated to be BPwhich would not exceed the applicable threshold of 1.0. As such,
the Project will not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a
result of Project construction activity. All other receptahsring construction activity would
experience less risk than what is identified for this location. The nearest modeled receptors are
illustrated on Exhibit zD.

OPERATIONAMPACTS

Residential Exposure Scenario:

The residential land use with the greatesitential exposure to ProjeaiperationatsourceDPM
emissions is Location2Rvhich is located approximatelyO feet eastof the Project siteat an
existing residence located 48561 EdgemonStreet R2 is placed at théuilding fagaddacing

the Project ge. At the MEIR, the maximum incremental cancer risk attributable to Project
operationatsourceDPMemissions is estimated dt.63in one million, which is less than the
{/!'va5Qa aA3dIyATAOIYyOS (KNBaKz2fR 2 Fcanenrisksy 2y S
were estimated to be <0.01, which would not exceed the applicable significance threshold of 1.0.
Because all other modeled residential receptors are exposed to lesser concentrations and are
located at a greater distance from the Project site thhe MEIR analyzed herein, and TACs
generally dissipates with distance from the source, all other residential receptors in the vicinity
of the Project site would be exposed to less emissions and therefore less risk than the MEIR
identified herein. As suclihe Project will not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to
nearby residences. The nearest modeled receptors are illustrated on Exiibit 2
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Worker Exposure Scendtio

The worker receptor land use with the greatest potential exposure to Projgerationalsource

DPM emissions is Location4R which represents the adjacent potential worker receptor
approximatelylQ7 feet eastof the Project site. At the MEIW, the maximum incremental cancer
riskimpactis@IAY 2yS YAffA2Yy 6KAOK A& fSaa GKFIy GKS
Maximum noncancer risks at this same location were estimated to be <0.01, which would not
exceed the applicable significance threshold of 1.0. Because all other modeled wew&ptors

are located at a greater distance than the MEIW analyzed herein, and DPM dissipates with
distance from the source, all other worker receptors in the vicinity of the Project would be
exposed to less emissions and therefore less risk than the NigNtified herein. As such, the
Project will not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent workers. The nearest
modeled receptors are illustrated on ExhibiD2

School Child Exposure Scenario:

Proximity to sources of toxics is crititaldetermining the impact. In trafficelated studies, the
additional noncancer health risk attributable to proximity was seen within 1,000 feet and was
strongest within 300 feet. California freeway studies show about -peffent dropoff in
particulate pollution levels at 500 feet. Based on California Air Resources Board (CARB) and
SCAQMD emissions and modeling analyses, queBt&nt dropoff in pollutant concentrations is
expected at approximately 1,000 feet from a distribution cer{ter

The 1,00€foot evaluation distance is supported by reseatzsed findings concerning Toxic Air
Contaminant (TAC) emission dispersion rates from roadways and large sources showing that
emissions diminish substantially between 500 arfaD0 feet from emission sources.

A onequarter mile radius, or 1,320 feet, is commonly utilized for identifying sensitive receptors,
such as schools, that may be impacted by a proposed project. This radius is more robust than,
and therefore provides a mie health protective scenario for evaluation than the 1,606t

impact radius identified above.

There are no schoo\githin ¥ mile of the Project site. The nearest schodbwngate Elementary
Schoo] which is located approximate8;900feet northeastof the Project site. Because there is

no reasonable potential that TAC emissions would cause significant health impacts at distances
of more than ¥ mile from the air pollution source, there would be no significant impacts that
would occur to any schools the vicinity of the Project.

GONSTRUCTION AKDPERATIONAMPACTS

The land use with the greatest potentiaicreased cancer risk due texposure to Project
constructionsourceand operationalsourceDPMemissions is Location3RAt this location the
maxmum incremental cancer risk attributable to Project construction and operational DPM

1 SCAQMD guidance does not require assessment of the potential health risisite eovorkers. Excerpts from the document OEHHA Air Toxics
Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelifié®e Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation oh HRisk
Assessments (OEHHA 2003), also indicate that it is not necessary to examine the health effesitetovorkers unless required by RCRA
(Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) / CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensatiion Aat)dol itite worker
resides orsite.
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source emissions is estimated&88in one million, which is less than the threshold of 10 in one
million. At this same location, necancer risks were estimated to 03, which would not
exceed the applicable threshold of 1.0. As such, the Project will not cause a significant human
health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of Project construction and operational
activity. All other receptors during camgction and operational activity would experience less
risk than what is identified for this location. The nearest modeled receptors are illustrated on
Exhibit 2D.
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TABLE EE SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION CANCER AMIANOBER RISKS

ML Significance
Lifetime T?]reshol d Exceeds
Time Period Location Cancer Risk . Significance
. (Risk per
(Risk per Million) Threshold
Million)
2 Year Maximum Exposed Sensitive Receptor 8.15 10 NO
Exposure
Maximum Significance Exceeds
Time Period Location Hazard 9 Significance
Threshold
Index Threshold
Annual Maximum Exposed Sensitive Receptor 0.03 1.0 NO
Average
TABLE ES SUMMARY OF OPERATIONAL CANCER ANOAWOMER RISKS
sl Significance
Lifetime T?weshol d Exceeds
Time Period Location Cancer Risk . Significance
. (Risk per
(Risk per Million) Threshold
Million)
30 Year Maximum Exposed Sensitive Receptor 1.63 10 NO
Exposure
25 Year .
Maximum Exposed Worker Receptor 0.09 10 NO
Exposure
Maximum Significance Exceeds
Time Period Location Hazard 9 Significance
Threshold
Index Threshold
Annual Maximum Exposed Sensitive Receptor Q.01 1.0 NO
Average
Annual .
Average Maximum Exposed Worker Receptor Q.01 1.0 NO
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TABLE ES SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION ANDADRENAL CANCER ANDNCANCER RISKS

Maximum

Lifetime S_Il_%?glschag;ge Exceeds
Time Period Location Cancer Risk . Significance
. (Risk per
(Risk per Million) Threshold
Million)
30Year Maximum Exposed Sensitive Receptor 8.88 10 NO
Exposure
Maximum Significance Exceeds
Time Period Location Hazard 9 Significance
Threshold
Index Threshold
Annual Maximum Exposed Sensitive Receptor 0.03 1.0 NO
Average
1455503 HRA Report O URBAN

CROSSROADS




Cottonwood & Edgemont Warehoubtobile Source Health Risk Assessment

1 INTRODUCTION

TheSouth Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMIally issues eomment letter on

the Notice of Preparation of a CEQA Documens NJ (i K S typical comrbefd detter,if a
proposedProject is expected to generate/attract diesel trucks, which ethésel particulate
matter (DPM)or other Toxic Air Contaminants (TAQ®eparation of a HRA is necessary. This
R20dzySy i aSNBSa G2 YSSi K Sofé&HRATESHRMahasNBel dzS a
prepared in accordance with the documeHhliealth RiskAssessment Guidance for Analyzing
Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality @halysis
comprised of allrelevant and appropriate procedures presented by thiited States
Environmental Protection Agendyy.S. EPA) CaliforniaEPAand SCAQMD Cancer risk is
expressed in terms of expectagcrementalincidence per million population. The SCAQMD has
established an incidence rate ¢én (10) persons per millionas the maximum acceptable
incrementalcancer risk due t@ ACexposurefrom a project such as the proposed Projethis
threshold serves to determine whether or not a given project has a potentially significant
developmentspecific and cumulatively considdle impact.

The AQMDhaspublishedareport on howto addrescumulativeimpactsfromair pollution: White
Paperon PotentialControlStrategiedo AddressCumulativdmpactsfrom Air Pollution(3). In this
reportthe AQMDstates(PageD-3):

G X (4QSIDuseshe samesignificancehresholdgor projectspecifiandcumulativempactsfor
all environmentatopicsanalyzedin an Environmeral Assessmentr EIR. Theonly casewhere
the significancehresholdsfor projectspecificand cumulativeimpactsdiffer is the Hazardindex
(H1) significane threshotl for toxic air contaminarn (TAQ emissiors. The projed specifc (projed
increment)significancehresholdsHI>1.0whilethe cumulative(facility-wide)isHI>3.0. It should
be noted that the Hl is only one of three TAC emissim significane threshold considere (when
applicablg ina CEQAanalysis. Theothertwo are the maximumindividualcancemrisk (MICR)and
the cancerburden,both of whichusethe same significane threshold (MICRof 10in 1 million and
cance burdenof 0.5) for projectspecificand cumulativempacts.

Projectghat exceedhe projectspecificsignificancehresholdsare consideretdy the SCAQMIb
be cumulatively considerable Ths is the reasm project-specifc and cumulative significane
thresholgsarethe same. Converselyprojectsthat do not exceedhe projectspecificthresholds
are generallynot consideredo becumulativelyd A 3y A FA OF y (i ®¢

The SCAQMD hadso established noenarcinogenic risk parameters for use in HRAs.-Non
carcinogenic risks amguantified by calculating a dzard index, expressed athe ratio between
the ambientpollutant concentration and its toxicity or Reference Exposweel (REL). An REL is
a concentration at or below which health effects are not likely to océuhazard index lessf
than one(1.0)means that adverse health effects are not expectadhis HRA, no-carcinogenic
exposures of less than 1.0 are considered-thas-significant.Both the cancer risk and nen
carcinogenic risk thresholds are applied to the nearest sensitive receptors below.
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1.1 STELOCATION

The proposed project is locatebuth of Cotonwood Avenue between Old 215 Frontage Road
and Edgemont Street ithe City of Moreno Valley as shown on Exhibf.1

1.2 PRrROJECIDESCRIPTION

The Project is proposed to consist of two 49,815 square foot (sf) warehouse buildings for a total
of 99,630 sf as shown daxhibit 1B.It is anticipated that the Project would be developed in a
single phase with an anticipated Opening Year of20he poposed Project expected to
generate approximatelg62total trips per day which includé28passenger car trips per day and
34truck trips per day4).
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ExHIBITI-A: LOCATIONMMAP
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ExHIBITI-B: STEPLAN
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